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Friends of Casco Bay 
Board Meeting - Minutes 

Online via Zoom 
Tuesday, March 16, 2021, 5:30 pm 

 
Board: Sandy Marsters (Board President), Mark Green, Bud Higgins, Pat Ianni, David Kaufman, Peter 
LeBourdais, Seb Milardo, Malcolm Poole, Joanie Samuelson, Ann Thayer, Jack Thomas 
 
Staff: Sara Biron, Mike Doan, Will Everitt, Robby Lewis-Nash, Ivy Frignoca, Sarah Lyman, Cathy 
Ramsdell,  
 
Welcome: Sandy Marsters, President 
Sandy opened the meeting at 5:30 pm and asked the Board to welcome aboard new Staff Writer Robby 
Lewis-Nash.  
 
Board Consent Package: Action Item  
Motion by Malcolm (seconded by Jack) to accept the minutes and financials provided in the board 
consent agenda packet as presented: PASSED 
 
Community Engagement Committee – Seb Milardo, Committee Chair 
Seb summarized the March 1st CEC meeting discussion which included: 

• We met our new Staff Writer Robby, introducing ourselves. 
• We talked about the March 3rd Casco Bay Matters event with Peter Slovinsky and Ivy. People 

were really interested in the storm surge and sea level rise topic as more than 360 people 
registered for the event (277+ eventually attended). We talked about leveraging these events. 

• We discussed our finances, which we will discuss during the budget portion of this meeting. 
• We discussed the Annual Fund and getting back to Board members writing notes on the appeal 

letters.  
 
Bud shared how impressed he was about this Casco Bay Matters event. He shared it with Peaks Island 
friends who found it insightful. Seb shared that our events are getting better and better.  
 
Baykeeper Update – Ivy Frignoca, Casco Baykeeper 
Ivy provided updates on two areas of work: 

• Development of Nitrogen criteria for Portland Harbor: In 2007, we convinced the Legislature to 
pass a resolution requiring DEP to develop nitrogen criteria, starting in Casco Bay. DEP has been 
collecting—with our help— the data they needed to develop criteria, over the past few years. 
Finally, this January, DEP hosted a stakeholder meeting to develop nitrogen criteria for Portland 
Harbor. There are two ways to design criteria: with numerical limits (when a specific pollution 
level is known to cause problems) or with narrative criteria, which means instead of a specific 
loading of an amount of nitrogen, the effects seen in the receiving waters are indicators of harmful 
levels. The DEP is moving forward with narrative criteria, such as, are eelgrass beds being 
harmed. But we want the narrative criteria to be large, to include not just eelgrass beds, but also 
are we seeing nuisance algal blooms and other harmful effects of nitrogen pollution. Eelgrass is 
very sensitive to excess nitrogen. Because it is so sensitive to nitrogen, it is an indicator species. 
Pat reflected that climate change will have an impact on nitrogen as increased temperatures can 
make the effects of nitrogen worse. Ivy shared that the state received a grant to provide technical 
assistance from EPA and other contractors to crunch the data to help come up with how to set the 
narrative criteria. They are trying to look at all the variables, including temperature. Bud asked 
about what we know about baseline nitrogen levels. Ivy shared that from our long-term data set, 
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we know what the trends are. Near the East End Treatment Plant we found it to be at 0.32 
micrograms per liter, which is at the tipping point. This is how we were able to get the plant to 
denitrify. David asked how often permits would be adjusted. All Clean Water Act permits are 
renewed every five years. Separate from that, the ambient background criteria are adopted; those 
are in effect until the rule is amended in the future, which is why it is critically important we are 
engaged in this process now. There will be four stakeholder meetings with DEP as they develop 
the criteria.  

• Ivy updated our appeal of the MS4 stormwater permit. The appeal is before the Board of 
Environmental Protection. A number of municipalities submitted DEP emails about whether the 
agency may update their stormwater laws (Chapter 500) as evidence that the permit does not need 
to be updated. We objected to these being submitted because the MS4 permit is a federal 
requirement and state laws should not make a difference. But BEP allowed the emails to be 
submitted as evidence anyway.  

 
FY22 Operating Plan and Budget - Executive Director Cathy Ramsdell  
Consideration of Adoption of FY22 Operating Plan and Budget: Action Item 
Jack moved to accept operating plan and budget as presented. 
 
Review of Baykeeping Section of Plan 
Malcolm asked about the priorities in the Baykeeping section. Ivy shared that she did not put them in 
priority order, but understands how the misunderstanding happened. Cathy shared that we did discuss 
priorities in the workshop and that the nitrogen work is more important than some of the other issues that 
precede it in the plan, whereas it really should be just after the climate change work. 
 
Malcolm shared that the offshore wind comments in the plan sound “anti.” Anything we can do to stop 
carbon dioxide pollution we need to support. Ivy shared we are not anti-wind, we are just trying to reduce 
the impacts on the Bay. There is a long timeline on this issue. Cathy shared that anything is better than the 
status quo, but identifying the problems that need to be addressed as offshore wind and staging for it are 
being planned are areas to which we do need to pay attention. We are sophisticated and work in the “gray 
areas.” We are involved in stakeholder groups with the project that meet regularly. Malcolm encouraged 
that our language be supportive but concerned. Pat compared the issue to New England Clean Energy 
Connect issue.  
 
Pat asked about WATERKEEPER Alliance’s® justice, equity, diversity, and inclusion criteria and if they 
were available. Cathy shared that we will have an environmental justice plan as part of and integrated into  
our operating plan next year. This year the plan is to have conversations in order to get it right and make a 
plan. We are in the beginning stages and want to do what is appropriate given our mission. We have an 
opportunity to listen and learn. Bud shared that there is importance in us being able to reach across the 
aisle, to listen, and learn. Malcolm said he was personally slighted that the word “Board” wasn’t 
mentioned in terms of developing this plan. Staff shared that our intent is to work with the Board as we 
work on this issue, and that waiting until we do Strategic Planning work together was not going to be 
soon enough.  
 
The plan and budget were passed together as presented.  
 
For our around-the-room/screen check-in tonight, please think today about what in the Operating 
Plan excited you personally. What one thing in the plan really resonated with you? What made you feel 
proud about this work. Why? 
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Seb: What I like about the plan is that it is an unbelievable amount of work. I applaud staff for all the 
things that are in the plan. I am excited about the three Continuous Monitoring Stations. We should have a 
party if we get them done! 
 
Malcolm: The operating plan is unlike any other organizations’ plans. It serves as a historical document. 
This one feels like it’s in the last stage of the strategic plan. 
 
Joanie: There is a lot in the operating plan. The Continuous Monitoring Stations are going to be huge for 
us. We need to do more to build awareness about our work and peoples’ impact on the Bay in the 
watershed, whether through BayScaping or through boating habits. Many people have moved into the 
state who don’t know anything about their impact to the Bay. There are opportunities for us to build 
relationships. 
 
Ann: There is more of a staff voice to the plan. It feels more integrated, that there was more participation 
among the group. It felt more comprehensive. 
 
Jack: I’m excited about summer and getting people out on the water! I can’t wait to see all the information 
come in and go out to the community. I like the idea of getting kids involved in our work, supporting our 
work.  
 
Mark: As a relatively new board member, to have the opportunity to see at the granular level, to see how 
Friends of Casco Bay works is impressive. What excites me as a scientist are the Cages of Science! There 
are not a lot of long-term data sets out there. These can make a big difference. We need to leverage them 
to the largest degree possible.  
 
Bud: I was impressed by the entire document. When I got through this document, I found that for the first 
time, it seemed that the organization is totally organized enough to take the science and improve and 
protect the Bay. It’s all integrated. We are in a good position going forward.  
 
Pat: After being on the board all these years, you can see the maturation and growth of the organization. 
The excitement for me is bringing so much more data to work. I’m a policy wonk and love that we use all 
these data to make positive changes for the Bay. 
 
David: The document is impressive in breadth and scope. I’m most proud about the staff. They are 
incredible. The thing that jumps out is Water Reporter; it jumps out as a way to get outside of our bubble 
and bring people into our work to be the eyes and ears for this organization. We are well placed to 
expand. We are hitting homeruns and now we need to expand our umbrella.  
 
Peter: I’m excited about the deployment of the Continuous Monitoring Stations. The core and heart of the 
organization has always been science based. It’s exciting. Also, having Jack take people out on the Bay!  
 
Sandy: I echo everything that has been said. I am excited to adopt some small corner of the Bay and 
observe it as a Water Reporter. I love the idea of 200 Water Reporters doing this and adding to the mosaic 
of the Bay.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 6:58 p.m. 
 
 


